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of Delaware and it is entitled to the possession of Apartment No. 11 
in the “Huntington,” an apartment house known and being 
premises No. 2715 Fourteenth Street, Northwest, in the District of 
Columbia, and the same is unlawfully detained from it and held 
without right by the defendant Mrs. M. A. Harris, to whom it had 
heretofore rented the said premises as a tenant and whose tenancy 
and estate therein has been determined by the service upon her of a 
due notice of thirty days to quit. 

Plaintiff therefore prays that a Summons be issued commanding 
the defendant to appear and show cause why judgment should not 
be given against her for the restitution of the possession of the said 
premises and the costs of this suit. 

K [seal,] N. L. SANSBURY CO., INC., 

By H. G. SMITHY, 

Vice-President. 


District of Columbia, ss: 

2 I, H. G. Smithy, being first duly sworn according to law, 

upon my oath state that I am the Vice President of the N. L. 
Sansbury Company, Incorporated, the above named plaintiff, and 
I make this affidavit in its behalf and at its request; that I have 
read the foregoing complaint of the plaintiff by me in its name 
and as its Vice President subscribed, and I have personal knowledge 
that the facts therein set forth are true; that I know that the plain¬ 
tiff is entitled to the possession of the said premises and that the 
said apartment is unlawfully detained from it and held without 
right by the defendant Mrs. M. A. Harris, whose tenancy and estate 
in the said property has been determined as therein set forth. 

H. G. SMITHY. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 5th day of November, 


A. D., 1920. 

GEORGE C. GERTMAN, 

Atty. 


THOMAS M. NEALE, 
Notary Public, D. C. [seal.] 


Certificate of Municipal Court on Appeal. 

******* 


Date. 


Proceedings. 


1920. 

Nov. 6. 
“ 6 . 

“ 8 . 

“ 18. 


Attorney for plaintiff: Geo. C. Gertman. 

Attorney for defendant: Edward Stafford. 

Sworn complaint and non-resident bond filed. 

Summons and copy issued, returnable Nov. 18, 1920, at 
10 A.M. 

Summons returned “Personal service.” 

Trial and contest. 



Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


No. 3627. 

Mrs. M. A. Harris, Appellant, 
vs. 

N. L. Sansbury Company, Inc. 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. 

No. 64728. 

N. L. Sansbury Company, Incorporated, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Mrs. M. A. Harris, Defendant. 

m > 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, at the City of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were filed and pro¬ 
ceedings had, in the above-entitled cause, to wit: 

1 Complaint in the Municipal Court. 

Filed November 30, 1920. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. 

No. 64728. 

N. L. Sansbury Company, Incorporated, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Mrs. M. A. Harris (Apartment No. 11, No. 2715 Fourteenth Street, 

Northwest), Defendant. 

The plaintiff, N. L. Sansbury Company, Incorporated, respect¬ 
fully represents that it is incorporated under the laws of the State 

1—3627a 
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Nov. 18. Judgment for plaintiff for possession of the within 
described premises with costs. (Appeal noted.) 

“ 18. Appeal, undertaking on, filed and approved with the 

Fidelity and Deposit Co. of Md., as surety. 

“ 26. Certificate of Appeal and all papers in case filed with 

Clerk of Supreme Court, D. C., and Appellant notified. 

3 This is to certify, that the foregoing is a true copy of the 

Docket Entries and of all the proceedings had before the said 
Court in the above cause, and that the annexed documents are all 
the original papers filed in said cause. 


Witness the Honorable Judges of said Court this 26th day of 
Nov. A. D. 1920. 


BLANCHE NEFF, 

Clerk, 

By H. M. HULL, 

Assistant Clerk. 


Costs paid by Plaintiff, $3.10. 
Costs paid by Defendant, $1.00. 


(Endorsed.) 

The Clerk will please docket this appeal, enter my appearance and 
issue Summons to Appellee. 

EDWARD STAFFORD, 

A tty. for Appellant. 

Nov. 27, 1920. 

Affidavit of Merit. 

Filed December 3, 1920. 

******* 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, H. G. Smithy, being first duly sworn according to law, upon 
my oath state that I am the Vice-President of the Plaintiff Corpo¬ 
ration and make this affidavit in its behalf as its Vice-President and 
as its agent, having personal knowledge of the matters and facts 
hereinafter set forth. 

That the defendant Mrs. M. A. Harris is a tenant of the plaintiff 
of apartment No. 11 in “The Huntington,” being premises No. 2715 
Fourteenth Street, Northwest, in the District of Columbia, and since 
October 1, 1918 has held the said tenancy by sufferance, there 
4 being no written agreement in existence between the plain¬ 
tiff and the defendant for the said apartment. 

Plaintiff, desiring possession of the aforesaid apartment occupied 
by the defendant as aforesaid, on October 1, 1920, through one of 
its employees, W. E. Ward, personally served upon the defendant a 
notice to quit as follows: 
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“Notice to Quit. 

Washington, D. C., October 1, 1920. 

Mrs. M. A. Harris, 

Tenant of Apartment No. 11, 

The Huntington,’ 

#2715 Fourteenth Street N. W., 

Washington, D. C.: 

The undersigned corporation desires possession of apartment No. 
11 in The Huntington,’ #2715 Fourteenth Street, Northwest, in 
the District of Columbia, which you hold of it as a tenant, therefore 
this is to give you notice to vacate and surrender to it possession 
thereof at the expiration of thirty days from the day of the service 
of this notice upon you. 

N. L. SANSBURY CO., INC., 

By H. G. SMITHY, 

Its Vice-President.” 

That the corporate name of the plaintiff was signed upon the said 
notice by your affiant as its Vice-President in behalf of the plaintiff 
and at its direction. 

The defendant having refused to surrender the possession of the 
said apartment pursuant to the aforesaid notice, plaintiff instituted 
suit in the Municipal Court of the said District for the recovery of 
the possession of said apartment, and on the 18th day of November, 
1920, at the time provided in the Summons which was issued by the 
said Municipal Court and served upon the defendant for the trial of 
said action, the Municipal Court upon hearing of the merits of the 
case entered judgment in favor of plaintiff for the possession 
5 of said apartment, from which judgment the defendant ap¬ 
pealed to this honorable Court. 

Plaintiff is by reason of the facts and circumstances aforesaid en¬ 
titled to the possession of the aforesaid apartment which is still re¬ 
tained by the defendant, and it expects to prove by competent evi¬ 
dence all the fact3 and circumstances set forth in this affidavit. It 
also incorporates herein as a part hereof the original landlord and 
tenant complaint filed by it in said Municipal Court seeking the pos¬ 
session of the aforesaid apartment and it also expects to prove by 
competent evidence all the facts set forth therein. 

“In the Municipal Court of the District of Columbia. 

No. —. 

N. L. Sansbury Company, Incorporated, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Mrs. M. A. Harris (Apartment No. 11, No. 2715 Fourteenth Street 

Northwest), Defendant. 

The plaintiff, N. L. Sansbury Company, Incorporated, respectfully 
represents that it is incorporated under the laws of the State of Dela- 
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ware and it is entitled to the possession of Apartment No. 11 in the 
‘Huntington/ an apartment house known and being premises No. 
2715 Fourteenth Street, Northwest, in the District of Columbia, and 
the same is unlawfully detained from it and held without right by 
the defendant Mrs. M. A. Harris, to whom it had heretofore rented 
the said premises as a tenant and whose tenancy and estate therein 
has been determined by the service upon her of a due notice of 
thirty days to quit. 

Plaintiff therefore prays that a Summons be issued commanding 
the defendant to appear and show cause why judgment should not 
be given against her for the restitution of the possession of the said 
premises and the costs of this suit. 

N. L. SANSBURY CO., INC., 
By H G. SMITHY, 

Its Vice-President. 

[Corporate Seal.] 

6 District of Columbia, ss: 

I, H. G. Smithy, being first dulv sworn according to law, upon 
mv oath state that I am the Vice President of the N. L. Sansburv 
Company, Incorporated, the above named plaintiff, and I make this 
affidavit in its behalf and at its request; that I have read the fore¬ 
going complaint of the plaintiff bv me in its name and as its Vice 
President subscribed, and I have personal knowledge that the facts 
therein set forth are true; that I know that the plaintiff is entitled 
to the possession of the said premises and that the said apartment 
is unlawfully detained from it and held without right by the de¬ 
fendant Mrs. M. A. Harris, whose tenancy and estate in the said 
propertv has been determined as therein set forth. 

H. G. SMITHY. 


Subscribed and sworn to before 
A. D. 1920. 

* > 

GEORGE C. GERTMAN, 

Atty.” 


me this 5th day of November, 

THOMAS M. NEALE, 

Notary Public . [seal.] 


Plaintiff therefore prays that the judgment of the Municipal Court 
may be affirmed and that judgment against the defendant for the 
possession of the aforesaid property shall be granted to the plaintiff. 

H. G. SMITHY. 

GEO. C. GERTMAN, 

Attorney for Plaintiff. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 30th day of November, 
A. D., 1920. 


THOMAS M. NEALE, 
Notary Public , D. C. [seal.] 
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Affidavit of Defense . 

Filed December 14, 1920. 

* * sfc jfe 

District of Columbia, ss: 

Mrs. M. A. Harris, being first duly sworn according to law, and 
appearing for the purpose of answering the affidavit of the 

7 plaintiff herein filed on the third day of December, 1920, and 
for no other purpose, deposes and says: 

That she is the defendant in the above entitled cause, and has 
knowledge of the facts hereinafter stated, and for answer and opposi¬ 
tion to the affidavit filed by the plaintiff says: 

That the plaintiff herein is not the real party in interest, and has 
no real capacity to institute and maintain this suit, for the reason 
that it is not the owner of the premises involved, nor as affiant is 
informed and believes, has anv interest therein sufficient to warrant 
it in bringing said suit; that affiant has no contract, lease or other 
agreement covering said premises with said plaintiff as owner or in 
any other capacity than as agent for the owner of said premises, nor 
has affiant at any time considered, negotiated or dealt with the said 
plaintiff on any other footing than as such agent; that said plaintiff 
has averred and admitted that in respect to the rental of said property 
it was acting as agent for the owner thereof; that the owner of said 
premises is one John W. Morris, of the District of Columbia, and 
affiant asserts that said Morris is the proper party to institute and 
maintain this suit for possession of said property. 

Further, affiant says that this court is without jurisdiction to hear 
and determine this controversy, for the reason that the notice to quit 
and the filing of this suit were the result of the refusal of affiant to 
accede to the demand of the owner of the premises involved for the 
payment of a largely increased rental for the same, that under and 
by virtue of the Act of Congress, approved October 22, 1919, 

8 (Public No. 63), entitled “An Act to amend an ‘Act to pro¬ 
vide further for the national security and defense,’ etc., and 

to regulate rents of the District of Columbia,” all controversies re¬ 
lating to rents and charges for rental property in the District of 
Columbia are solely and exclusively within the jurisdiction of the 
Rent Commission of the District of Columbia, created by said Act; 
that heretofore and before the service of the notice aforesaid by the 
plaintiff, affiant submitted to said Rent Commission the dispute as 
to the amount of rental to be paid by said affiant for said apartment 
and on, to wit, the 16th day of September, 1920, the said Commission 
determined the fair and reasonable rental for said apartment to be 
Fifty Dollars ($50.00) per month, a certified copy of this deter¬ 
mination being hereunto annexed and by reference made a part 
hereof ; that thereafter and before the service of the notice aforesaid 
affiant tendered said plaintiff as agent the amount of rental so deter¬ 
mined by said Commission and that the said tender was by the 
plaintiff refused. 
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Affiant further says that the facts and things set up in the preced¬ 
ing paragraph were set up and presented in the Municipal Court; 
that the judgment of the Municipal Court was predicated upon the 
holding that the Act of October 22, 1919, aforesaid, was unconstitu¬ 
tional and invalid. 

Deponent further says that Rule Nineteen of this Court under 
which said plaintiff’s affidavit and prayer for judgment are filed, is 
at the present time absolutely void and of no force or effect, for the 
reason that same was promulgated under and to enforce Section 
Twenty of the Code of Law, District of Columbia, and that said 
Section Twenty as existing at the time of the promulgation 
9 of the rule aforesaid was entirely repealed by Act of Congress 
approved April 19, 1920, entitled “An Act to amend and ‘Act 
to establish a Code of Law, District of Columbia, approved March 
3, 1901; and that the Acts amendatory thereof and supplemental 
thereto.” 

Mrs. M. A. HARRIS. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 13th day of December, 
1920. 


CHARLES E. GEBHARDT, 
Notary Public, D. C. [seal.] 

Copy. 

Before the Rent Commission of the District of Columbia. 


No. 1497. 

Elizabeth D. Payne et al., Complainants, 

vs. 

N. L. Sansbury Company, Defendant. 

Upon consideration of the complaint of Mrs. Elizabeth D. Payne 
and Mrs. M. A. Harris, filed herein on the thirty-first day of July, 
1920, and the evidence submitted to the Commission in support of 
the said complaint, the Commission, this sixteenth day of September, 
A. D. 1920, finds and determines that the thirty days’ notice to 
vacate Apartment No. 11 and Apartment No. 14, in the Huntington 
Apartment House, No. 2715 Fourteenth Street, Northwest, in the 
City of Washington, District of Columbia, served by the defendant, 
N. L. Sansbury Company, upon the complainants, Elizabeth D. 
Payne and Mrs. M. A. Harris, the tenants of said apartments, on 
the thirtieth day of July, 1920, are, and each of said notices is, • 
legally insufficient to entitle the said defendant to possession 
10 of the said apartments or either of them. 

The Commission further finds and determines that the fair 
and reasonable rents for the said apartments, on the date of the 
filing of said complaint and under the conditions shown by the evi¬ 
dence, were, and now are, as follows, to wit: 
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Apartment No. 11, occupied by the complainant Mrs. M. A. 
Harris, fifty dollars ($50.00) per month; and 

Apartment No. 14, occupied by the complainant Mrs. Elizabeth 
D. Payne, forty-seven dollars and fifty cents ($47.50) per month. 

By the Commission: JAS. F. OYSTER, 

A. LEFTWICH SINCLAIR, 
CLARA SEARS TAYLOR, 

Commissioners. 

A true copy, 

[seal.] H. F. ROSEBROOK, 

Clerk. 

Motion for Judgment under Rule 19. 

Filed December 21, 1920. 

* * * * \ * * * 

Now comes the plaintiff, N. Y. Sansbury Company, Incorporated, 
and respectfully moves the Court for judgment against the defend¬ 
ant for the possession of the property involved in this proceeding, 
and for costs, by reason of her failure to set forth facts in her affidavit 
of defense entitling her to a trial by jury as provided by Law Rule 
19 of this honorable Court. 

GEO. C. GERTMAN, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 

11 Edward Stafford, 

Attorney for Defendant: 

Please take notice that the foregoing motion will be for hearing 
before the Circuit Court on Friday, December 24, 1920, at ten o’clock 
a. m., or as soon thereafter as Counsel can be heard. 

GEO. C. GERTMAN, 
Attorney for Plaintiff. 

Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Wednesday, March 2nd, 1921. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Hon. F. L. Siddons, 
Justice presiding. 

******* 

Come now the parties hereto, by their respective attorneys of 
record and thereupon after a rehearing on plaintiff’s motion for 
• judgment, heretofore submitted said motion is granted. 

Wherefore, it is considered that the plaintiff do have and recover 
of defendant possession of the premises No. 11, in the ‘‘Huntington” 
at No. 2715 14th St., N. W., located in the District of Columbia, and 
recover of defendant and Fidelity and Deposit Company of Md., 
surety, its costs of suit to be taxed by the clerk, and have execution 
thereof. 
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From the foregoing judgment, the defendant by her said attorney, 
in open court, notes an appeal to the Court of Appeals; whereupon, 
the maximum of an undertaking to operate as a supersedeas is hereby 
fixed in the sum of Five Hundred Dollars. 

12 Merrwrandkum. 

March 2, 1921.—Undertaking (supersedeas) on appeal filed. 

Assignment of Errors. 

Filed March 11, 1921. 

* * * * * * * 

The defendant Mrs. M. A. Harris for cause of appeal from the 
judgment for the plaintiff states that the Court erred as follows: 

1. In granting the plaintiff’s motion for judgment. 

2. In not holding that the Act of Congress approved October 22, 
1919, known as the “Ball Rent Law” deprived the Municipal Court 
and this Court of jurisdiction in the premises. 

3. In entering judgment for the plaintiff. 

4. In holding that the plaintiff was entitled to maintain the action. 

5. In holding that the Court had power to grant the motion for 
judgment and to enter judgment. 

EDWARD STAFFORD, 

Attorney for Defendant. 

Designation of Record. 

Filed March 11, 1921. 

******* 

The clerk will please prepare the transscript of record on appeal 
from the judgment in the above entitled cause and will include 
therein the following: 

1. Complaint, Municipal Court. 

2. Certificate on appeal from Municipal Court. 

13 3. Plaintiff’s affidavit under Rule 19. 

4. Plaintiff’s motion for judgment. 

5. Defendant’s affidavit filed in reply to plaintiff’s affidavit. 

6. Order granting motion for judgment and entry of judgment. 

7. Memo, of supersedeas bond approved and filed. 

8. Assignment of errors. 

9. This designation of record. 

EDWARD STAFFORD, 

Attorney for Defendant. 

Service of copy of foregoing designation of record acknowledged 
this llth day of March, 1921. 

GEORGE C. GERTMAN, 

Attorney for Plamtiff. 
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Supplemental Assignment of Errors. 

Filed March 31, 1921. 

******* 

6. In holding that the plaintiff, being a foreign corporation doing 
business as a real estate agent in the District of Columbia, could 
maintain landlord and tenant proceedings for the possession of real 
property under the laws of the District of Columbia, when such pro¬ 
ceedings were not brought in accordance with the provisions and 
within the terms of the Act of October 22, 1919, commonly called 
the “Ball Rent Law,” and in giving judgment for the plaintiff. 

7. In not holding that the plaintiff by reason of the fact that it is 
a foreign corporation, can only maintain a landlord and tenant pro¬ 
ceeding in accordance with and under the provisions of the 

14 Act of Congress of October 22, 1919, commonly called the 
“Ball Rent Law T ,” and in not giving judgment for defendant. 

8. In not holding that the Act of Congress of October 22, 1919, 

commonly called the “Ball Rent Law” is a valid exercise of the 
power of Congress to regulate the manner in which a foreign corpora¬ 
tion shall transact business as a real estate agent, and in not holding 
that said Act is a valid restriction of the privilege of a foreign corpora¬ 
tion to sue in the Courts of the District of Columbia, and in not giving 
judgment for the defendant. EDWARD STAFFORD. 

15 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 


United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 


I, Morgan H. Beach, Clerk of the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages numbered from 1 
to 14, both inclusive, to be a true and correct transcript of the record, 
according to directions of counsel herein filed, copy of w T hich is made 
part of this transcript, in cause No. 64728 at Law r , wherein N. L. S’ans- 
bury Company, Incorporated is Plaintiff and Mrs. M. A. Harris is 
Defendant, as the same remains upon the files and of record in said 
Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my name and affix the 
seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in said District, this 
19th day of April, 1921. 

[Seal of Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

MORGAN H. BEACH, 

Clerk. 


E. W. 


Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court. No. 
3627. Mrs. M. A. Harris, appellant, vs. N. L. Sansbury Company, 
Inc. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Apr. 19, 1921. 
Henry W. Hodges, clerk. 
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OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

October Term, 1921. 


No. 3627. 


MRS. M. A. HARRIS, APPELLANT, 

vs. 

N. L. SANSBURY COMPANY, INCORPORATED. 


BRIEF FOR THE APPELLANT. 


Statement of the Case. 

On the 31st day of July, 1920, the appellant, Mrs. 
M. A. Harris, being at that time the tenant of apart¬ 
ment eleven in the Huntington Apartment house, No. 
2715 14th St. N. W., Washington, D. C., instituted a 
proceeding before the Rent Commission of the District 
of Columbia to which the appellee, N. L. Sansbury Com¬ 
pany, a foreign corporation of the State of Delaware, 
but doing business in this District as a real estate 
agent, was defendant. In pursuance of this proceeding 
the Rent Commission determined that a fair and 
reasonable rent for said apartment was fifty dollars 
per month. 

Thereupon the appellant tendered rent for the apart¬ 
ment in question at the above rate to the appellee, 
from whom she rented said apartment, but the appellee 
refused to accept the same and on the 1st day of October, 
1920, gave the appellant notice to vacate said apart¬ 
ment at the expiration of thirty days. As the appellant 
refused to comply with this notice the appellee, on the 

6648—1 
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6th day of November, 1920, instituted suit in the 
Municipal Court of the District of Columbia against 
the appellant, to recover possession of said apartment 
by virtue of said notice. 

On the 18th day of November, 1920, the Municipal 
Court rendered judgment against the appellant for pos¬ 
session of said apartment. The appellant thereupon 
appealed to the Supreme Court of the District of Co¬ 
lumbia, where judgment was again rendered against 
her under Rule 19 of that court. 

The affidavits of merit and of defense upon which 
this judgment was founded are printed at pages 3 and 
6 of the record. From this judgment of the lower court 
the appellant has taken the present appeal 

Assignment of Errors. 

1. By reason of the provisions of the Act of Congress 
approved October 22, 1919, known as the Ball Rental 
Act, it was error for the trial court to render judgment 
for possession of the apartment in question against 
the appellant. 

2. By reason of the fact that the appellee was a 
foreign corporation doing business in the District of 
Columbia through comity only, it was error in the trial 
court not to have determined that the said appellee was 
absolutely bound by all the provisions of the Ball 
Rental Act, and accordingly not to have determined 
that the said appellee can not obtain a judgment for 
possession against the appellant under its notice to 
vacate, upon which this suit is founded. 

Argument. 

The first assignment of error can be disposed of by a 
reference to the decision of the Supreme Court of the 
United States in the case of Block vs. Hirsh, decided 
on April 18, 1921, on writ of error to this court, 
which is deemed conclusive of the present cause in 
favor of the appellant. 
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For the following reasons, however, the court is asked 
to also consider and pass upon the second assignment 
of error. 

At the time this appeal was taken this court had 
determined that the Ball Rental Act was unconstitutional 
in so far as it restricted the rights of citizens of the * 
United States which were under the protection of the 
Federal Constitution. This was the only question that 
had been before the court, and this was the only question 
decided. The present appeal was intended to present 
the question of the right of a foreign corporation to 
proceed in the courts of the District of Columbia for 
the purpose of obtaining possession of real estate rented 
by it as agent of the owner, in any other manner or 
under any other conditions than as prescribed in the 
Ball Rental Act. 

In view of the above decision of the Supreme Court of 
the United States the questions relating exclusively to a 
foreign corporation would now be unimportant but 
for the fact that the Ball Rental Act as construed and 
upheld by the Supreme Court will expire on October 
22, 1921, and thereafter appellant’s right to the con¬ 
tinued possession of her apartment as against the appellee 
will depend upon a further act of Congress just passed, 
extending the provisions of the Ball Rental Act until 
May, 1922. 

As peace has now been declared between the United 
States and the former German Empire, it is said that the 
constitutionality of a futher extension of the rent law 
which was intended as a war measure will be tested in 
the courts. Under these conditions it is important to 
the appellant that this court now decide the question 
which is directly before it, as to whether a foreign cor¬ 
poration doing business in the District of Columbia 
is bound by the provisions of an act of Congress appli¬ 
cable to it, irrespective of the question whether as between 






citizens of the United States such act may or may not 
be constitutional. 

The appellee admits that it is a foreign corporation 
of the State of Delaware. The affidavit of defense 
clearly shows that its relation to this case is that of a 
real estate agent acting in behalf of the owner of prop¬ 
erty, and on this appeal the statements of the defend¬ 
ant’s affidavit must be taken as true. In making this 
statement the appellant does not deny that the relation 
of landlord and tenant exists between herself and the 
appellee, but this fact does not enlarge the rights of 
the appellee with relation to the recovery of possession 
of the premises in question, provided they are otherwise 
restricted by the act of Congress under consideration. 

The appellant now contends that irrespective of the 
decision of the Supreme Court in Block vs. Hirsh the 
appellee being a foreign corporation and not a citizen 
of the United States, is bound by any restrictions as to 
suit in the courts of the District of Columbia which 
Congress may have imposed upon it. She therefore 
further contends that the appellee could not lawfully 
recover the possession of the apartment in question 
except in strict compliance with the provisions of the 
Ball Rental Act. In the present suit the appellee pro¬ 
ceeded in direct defiance of that act. 

See: 

Bank of Augusta vs. Earle, 13 Peters, 589; 591. 

Paul vs. Virginia, 75 U. S. (8 Wallace), 168, 177. 

Anglo American Provision Company vs. Davis 
Provision Company, 191 U. S., 374. 

As the appellee instituted this suit in a manner not 
authorized by law, it is urged that the judgment appealed 
from should be reversed. 

Respectfully submitted by 

VICTOR H. WALLACE, 

' i 

Attorney for Appellant. 










